Abstract
83

Team Cohesion
84
Team cohesion is defined as "a dynamic process that is reflected in the tendency of a group 85 to stick together and remain untied in the pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the 86 satisfaction of member affective needs" (Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213) . Task and 87 social cohesion are the two sub-dimensions underlying the overarching notion of team cohesion.
88
Task cohesion refers to the degree that members of a team bond to accomplish a task, thus 89 remaining united to achieve shared performance related goals. Social cohesion pertains to the considers athletes' perceptions about "team unity" ("us, our, or we" perceptions), as related to 97 "the similarity, closeness, and bonding, within the team as a whole around the group task" 98 (Widmeyer et al., 1985, p. 17) . In the present study, "I" beliefs were entered as level-1 factors, 99 and "us" beliefs were treated as level-2 factors, with performance serving as the dependent 100 variable.
101
It is important to note that performance has also been hypothesized to influence team 102 cohesion and vice-versa (Carron et al., 2002) . In fact, the relationship between cohesion and Regarding team members' role attributes, we explored the influence of individuals' 126 soccer charteristics (i.e., field position, laterality, starter status) on team performance. In this we were also interested in testing the influence of team mental models on team performance.
146
Team Mental Models
147
The term "Team Mental Models" (TMM) has been used to denote research on team 148 cognition because it clearly conveys that "the locus of interest is on team functioning, and it is 149 stated broadly enough to encompass both similarity and accuracy properties" ( teammate. The accuracy of this anticipatory mechanism is crucial to one's ability to prepare him/herself to future events. Action timing relates to the ability of team members to correctly 171 align their actions "on the fly," thus avoiding "too early" or "too late" responses. Lastly, Eccles
172
highlighted that optimal coordination is environmentally situated at a specific space. Hence, it is 173 important that teammates anticipate what is about to happen "where" (space).
174
Team expertise has also been linked to the similarity and accuracy of task-specific and specifies "what needs to be accomplished" by each team member, whereas team-related 181 knowledge refers to work coordination (i.e., "how work needs to be accomplished"). Of note, 
185
The importance of team and task-related knowledge is particularly evident in soccer 186 matches. For instance, goalkeepers possess highly task-specific knowledge, which is also 187 essential to overall team performance (Ward & Eccles, 2006) . On the other hand, team 188 performance is also dependent on the tactical knowledge of all players who enter the pitch. Thus, 189 soccer players must hold common knowledge (i.e., team-related knowledge) regarding their team 190 strategies (e.g., team formation such as 1-4-3-3 or 1-3-5-2). It is also important to note that task-191 specific and team-related knowledge are developed over time, and especially in moments of 192 action (i.e., during practice and training) (see Eccles & Tenenbaum, 2004 
197
In all, we sought to determine the profile of high-performing college soccer teams through Hence, given its theoretical and applied representativeness, the GEQ was chosen as the 235 measurement tool pertaining to cohesion. Specifically, the GEQ is an 18-item measure, with 236 anchors ranging from 1 (i.e., strongly disagree) to 9 (i.e., strongly agree), which measures team The TOQ was utilized to assess perceived performance potential (PPP), which is a were computed for all TADM and GEQ subscales.
322
Results
323
Demographics
324
Prior to the regression analysis, the frequency distribution of the dummy coded variable 325 was computed. All variables exceeded the minimum 5% response rate suggested as a guideline 326 for survey, regression based studies in the human and social sciences (Creswell, 2008 
Unconditional Model
361
Once the psychometric properties of each scale were found to be reliable, we tested the 362 initial unconditional model (defined below) in which no independent variables were used.
363
Results indicated significant variation in the means of PPP across soccer teams. Specifically, the 364 intra-class correlation for this model indicated that 9.5% of the PPP was due to between-groups Table 3 . Noteworthy, this model included all individual level-1 variables (see Figure 1) model. Accordingly, the next step involved the consideration of group-level variables.
Level-2 Modeling
400
Model 2 (Final Model).
The results for this model are provided in Table 5 into the regression matrix did not yield significant intercepts, and thus these terms were excluded 426 from further analysis. However, the inclusion of GI-S yielded a significant coefficient (γ00 = 427 54.26, p < .01) while also representing an overall improvement to the previously tested Model 2.
428
Specifically, reliability of the sample mean remained high (88.5%) and deviance scores were where no significant effect was found; and (3) perception of social cohesion from a group 440 standpoint (i.e., GI-S aggregated scores) is positively related to PPP (γ01 = 3.88, p <.01).
441
Therefore, considering the final coefficients estimated for this sample (see 
495
Starter Status. However, the findings relating to starter status were not significant.
496
Indeed, high-performing teams tend to be less influenced by the formal labeling and status of 497 their members (e.g., starter and substitute, CEO and employee, airline pilot and co-pilot). This so 498 called "leveling effect" is essential to achieve optimal coordination and performance outcomes 
505
This number of players may represent an ideal team size (i.e., not too large, not to small) that 506 aggregates all resources needed for optimal performance. To this extent, size has been found to 507 moderate team performance, with too large or too small teams being associated with poorer 508 collective outcomes (Carron et al., 2007) .
509
Although no differences were found between starts and substitutes, it is important to 510 continue studying the influence of individual rank on expertise development and, perhaps most 
